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other ways. Finally, a balanced budget
amendment should distinguish between gen-
eral operating expenses and capital invest-
ments (such as bridges, research, or edu-
cation). Indiana has operated under a similar
system for years. Like a homeowner taking
out a mortgage, borrowing for long-term in-
vestments can make sense.

REASONS TO SUPPORT

Despite these concerns, I do support a bal-
anced budget amendment. For years Con-
gress has tried new ways to reduce the defi-
cit, including caps on spending, across-the-
board cuts, and pay-as-you-go requirements.
These measures have had some effect, and
the deficit is down from a record $290 billion
in 1992 to some $176 billion this year—a cut
of 40%. But the longer-term outlook for the
deficit—particularly because of rising health
care costs—is not good. Particularly disturb-
ing are recent projections by the Congres-
sional Budget Office that show the deficit
could rise to as high as $421 billion in 2005.
This trend is unacceptable.

Although I would prefer that Congress and
the President face the tough choices and bal-
ance the budget on their own, there is little
evidence this will be done. Large deficits
drain national savings and investment in
long-term economic growth, and yearly in-
terest payments prevent policymakers from
responding to new challenges. A balanced
budget amendment would force us to better
reconcile our investment priorities with our
economic means.

THE DETAILS

The House considered six versions of a bal-
anced budget amendment. I supported sev-
eral versions that protected Social Security
from being cut to balance the budget and a
version that would distinguish between cap-
ital investment and general operating costs.
I also voted for a version that would require
Congress to spell out the difficult choices
necessary to balance the budget in the next
seven years. We have an obligation to tell
the American people how we intend to get
the budget into balance. Too many amend-
ment supporters are unwilling to give us spe-
cifics on cutting the budget. The cuts nec-
essary will be far deeper than most people
have acknowledged, and important programs
like Medicare and student aid would be heav-
ily impacted.

I opposed a version that made it easy to
waive the balanced budget requirement—in
any year when unemployment was above
4%—and also did not support a version re-
quiring a separate 3/5 vote to pass any bill
that raised revenue. We should not confer on
a congressional minority a veto power over
what should be a majority decision to in-
crease revenues. Such a veto power was de-
liberately rejected by the founding fathers.

A broad coalition of members from both
parties were able to put aside their dif-
ferences and agree on the final version of the
amendment. This amendment would be
tough on deficit spending. It would require
the President to submit a balanced budget
every year, and Congress would need a 3/5
vote in both the House and the Senate to
pass an unbalanced budget or to raise the
federal debt limit. A majority of Congress
could waive this requirement in time of war
or imminent military threat. The amend-
ment now goes to the Senate, which is ex-
pected to take action later this year. If the
House and Senate agree on identical lan-
guage, thirty-eight states will have to ratify
the amendment before it becomes part of the
Constitution. The states will be taking a
careful look at the balanced budget amend-
ment. It could well hurt them. Drastic reduc-
tions in federal spending would leave states
with the burden of dealing with those who
fall through the safety net.

CONCLUSION

I still have reservations about the House
version, and would prefer greater flexibility
to deal with national emergencies, protec-
tions for Social Security, and requirements
that we spell out to the American people
what it would take to balance the budget. I
believe the House-passed version was good
enough, and the need for a balanced budget
amendment strong enough, that the process
should go forward. I am hopeful that the
Senate can address some of my concerns. I
will want to see what happens in the Senate
before making a final decision on the bal-
anced budget amendment.
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Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the Rotary Club of Clare, MI. On Feb-
ruary 11, 1995, members and friends will gath-
er to celebrate the Clare Rotary’s 50th golden
anniversary. The Clare Rotary Club has en-
joyed a long and distinguished history during
which they helped and improved many lives.
They may proudly look back on their history
and take pride in the many events they have
sponsored and the assistance they have pro-
vided.

The Rotary Club plays a vital role in the de-
velopment of our families and communities. By
selflessly giving of themselves, members have
demonstrated the rewards we reap when we
help others in need. The time and effort the
members have devoted to improving the com-
munity illustrates the sensitivity and caring that
makes the Rotary Club of Clare the wonderful
organization it is.

Their work and accomplishments provide a
sterling example of what deeds can be per-
formed with dedication and contribution. Ev-
eryone involved with their efforts lives by the
motto, ‘‘He Who Profits Most * * * Serves
Best’’ and more recently, ‘‘Service Before
Self.’’ These are words that, when taken to
heart, can help raise people, families, and
communities to new levels of achievement.
The Rotary Club members have not only em-
braced these words but acted to help others
and inspired us all to help our fellow citizens.

Mr. Speaker, I know you will join my col-
leagues and I in commending the work of the
Rotary members and their 50 years of giving.
It is this sense of philanthropy, the corner-
stone of our Nation, which has made this Na-
tion and community such an exceptional place
to live. I wish them continued success and
look forward to another 50 years of service.
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, today I am
reintroducing legislation to name the Federal
building and U.S. courthouse in Youngstown,
OH after retired U.S. District Court Judge

Thomas D. Lambros. Throughout his distin-
guished career, Judge Lambros embraced the
rule of law, human rights, and social justice for
all our citizens. I can’t think of a more appro-
priate way to honor his service than to name
the U.S. courthouse and Federal building in
Youngstown, OH after this great American ju-
rist.

The bill would designate the Federal build-
ing and U.S. courthouse located at 125 Market
Street in Youngstown as the Thomas D.
Lambros Federal Building and U.S. Court-
house.

Thomas D. Lambros was born on February
4, 1930, in Ashtabula, OH. He graduated from
Ashtabula High School in 1948. Upon gradua-
tion from high school, he attended Fairmont
State College in Fairmont, WV, from 1948 to
1949, and received his law degree from
Cleveland Marshall Law School in 1952. From
1954 to 1956 he served in the U.S. Army. In
1960, Lambros was elected judge of the court
of common pleas in Ohio’s Ashtabula County.
In 1966, he was reelected to a second term
without opposition.

In 1967, in light of Judge Lambros’ excellent
record as a fair and dedicated jurist, President
Lyndon B. Johnson nominated him to the Fed-
eral bench in the U.S. District Court in the
northern district of Ohio. As a district court
judge, Judge Lambros was responsible for
many important reforms such as the voluntary
public defender program to provide indigent
criminal defendants with free counsel. His
groundbreaking work in this area preceded the
landmark U.S. Supreme Court decision, Gid-
eon versus Wainwright, which guaranteed free
counsel to indigent criminal defendants. In
1990, Judge Lambros became chief judge in
the northern district of Ohio. He officially re-
tired from that post earlier this month. Judge
Lambros currently resides in Ashtabula, OH.

Judge Lambros received numerous honors
and awards throughout his career, including
the Cross of Paideia presented by Archbishop
Iakovos of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of
North and South America, and an honorary
doctorate of law from Capital University Law
and Graduate Center.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to also add that it
was Judge Lambros’ commitment and vision
that was the driving force behind the construc-
tion of the Federal building and U.S. court-
house in Youngstown. He recognized that the
people who live in the Youngstown area—re-
gardless of their station in life—deserve to
have adequate and direct access to the U.S.
court system. Prior to the opening of the U.S.
courthouse building in Youngstown in Decem-
ber of 1993, my constituents had to travel at
least 65 miles to Cleveland, OH if they had
business in the Federal court system. Judge
Lambros recognized the hardship this imposed
on many people, especially senior citizens and
the indigent. His commitment to equal justice
and equal access for all played an important
role in building the Youngstown courthouse.
My constituents and I will be forever grateful
to Judge Lambos for his broad vision and
commitment to justice.

I urge all my colleagues to support this leg-
islation, the text of which appears below.

H.R.—

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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